I LLI NO S GAM NG BOARD MEETI NG M NUTES
Novenber 26 and 27, 1990

Present: W liam Kunkl e, Chairman; Board Menbers: J. Thomms Johnson
Raynond Ni epert, Robert G bson, Jack Chanblin

Al so Present: Morton E. Friedman, Administrator; Joseph McQuaid, Deputy
Admi ni strator/Enforcenent; Roger Shields, WIIiam Eder, Thomas Bi ebel, Larry
Doi ron, Ganmbling O ficer Commanders; Donna More, Chief Legal Counsel; Robert D
Steere, Assistant Director, Illinois Departnent of Revenue; Frederick R Baird
Il, Secretary of the Board; media; the general public

The neeting was called to order at 9:40 a.m by Chairnman Kunkle with all Board
menbers present.

The first order of business was approval of the nminutes of the Board neeting of
May 11, 1990. The mi nutes were approved upon notion passed unani nously by the
Boar d.

The next order of business was approval of the mnutes of the Board neeting of
June 5, 1990. M. Johnson noted a typographical error contained in the first
dot point of the fifth paragraph on page four. He stated that the sentence "An
applicant could apply after July 1, 1990 for a license effective January 1,
1992." should read ". . . effective March 1, 1992." The Board concurred wth
that correction.

M. Johnson then asked for a clarification of Chairman Kunkle's statenent
contained in the next to |ast paragraph on page four. Chairman Kunkl e expl ai ned
that under his interpretation of Act if the Board took final action issuing
sufficient nunbers of denials, or if sufficient numbers of applicants wthdrew
their applications, so that less than five |icenses were issued this year, then
the Iicenses not awarded woul d be available to applicants filing for 1992
licensure. Counsel did not offer any different interpretation. There being no
further discussion, the June 5, 1990 m nutes were approved as corrected upon
noti on passed unani nously by the Board.

The next order of business was appoi ntnent of the Secretary of the Board.

Chai rman Kunkl e recogni zed M. Friedman. M. Friedman first thanked M. Steere
for his work as Tenporary Counsel and Acting Secretary of the Board. Chairnan
Kunkl e added the Board's thanks to that of M. Friedman. M. Friedman then
recomended that M. Baird be appointed Secretary of the Board. Upon notion,
M. Baird was approved unani mously as Secretary of the Board.

The next order of business was a review of the Riverboat Ganbling Act. Chairnan
Kunkl e recognized M. Friedman. M. Friednan commented on the portions of the
Act which nmandate owner's licenses for East St. Louis, the Illinois River south
of Marshall County, and WIIl County. M. Friedman comented that in the
Governor's signing message to the |last amendnment to the Act the Governor made
clear that the mandate was to apply only if the Board had an approved applicant
for the area. M. Friednan stated that research had brought himto the

concl usion that those provisions of the Act mandating |icenses for specific
areas were unconstitutional special |egislation under Article 4, section 13 of



the Constitution of Illinois. M. Friedman stated that he did not nmean to
suggest that these areas were inappropriate for licensure, but that in his view
their appropriateness was an i ssue to be decided by the Board on the basis of
nmerit, and not on the basis of the statutory nmandate. M. Friedman asked the
Board not to rule on this issue at this tine, and stated that it was his purpose
only to informthe Board of the issue.

Chai rman Kunkl e stated that he had reviewed M. Friednan's research and as an
i ndi vi dual Board menber concurred with M. Friedman's opinion. The Chairnan
further stated that he agreed that no official business should be taken today
with respect to M. Friednman's findings unless |ater deliberations conpelled
consi deration of the issue.

The next order of business was presentation of the proposed initial rules of the
Board by M. Friedman. M. Friedman briefly explained the rul enaki ng process to
the Board. The Board then di scussed and adopted vari ous anendnents to the
proposed initial rules.

* M. N epert suggested that the definition of "Sole Proprietor”
contained in the application forms should be added to the definitions contained
in Rule 100. This anendnent was adopted unani nously.

* M. Johnson suggested that in Rules 101.10 and 210. 30c the | anguage
"revocation, suspension"” be added after "discipline," and before ", or other
action." This amendnent was adopted unani nously.

* M. N epert suggested that in Rule 215.10d1(b) the term "Board" be
substituted for the term"Adnministrator”. This amendnent was adopted
unani nousl y.

* Chai rman Kunkl e suggested that the | anguage contained in Rule
215.20d be changed to: "The Adm nistrator shall report all relevant information
produced by his investigation to the Board and shall indicate his opinion as to
suitability." This anmendnent was adopted unani nously.

* M. N epert suggested that in rule 410.20b2 the | anguage "either of

the" be added after "at" and before "Board's offices" and that "and" between

"Springfield" and "Cook County" be changed to "or Thi s anendnment was adopt ed
unani nousl y.
* M. Johnson suggested that | anguage be added to Rule 415 to nake

clear what is transmitted to the Board upon conpletion of a hearing conducted by
a Board nmenber or an Administrative Law Judge. M. Friedman stated that he
could present to the Board prior to final adjournnent a draft anmendnent to Rule
415 which woul d address this concern

* M. Johnson stated that he was concerned that Rule 420 was too
formal in nature, and that he was not sure that the Adm nistrator should be
del egat ed subpoena power in order to conduct investigations of applicants.
Di scussion of this question foll owed.

*x M. Friedman stated that the subpoena power was inportant to
get information fromthird persons who are not key persons or who have not
applied for a license, and therefore are not otherw se subject to the Board's
jurisdiction.



** M. Johnson suggested that Rule 420 m ght be construed so as
to take some of the burden of proving suitability off of an applicant and onto
the Board, and to dictate to the Board's staff how an investigation is to be
conduct ed.

** Chai rman Kunkl e commented that the Board has an ongoi ng duty
to nonitor, audit and investigate |licensees and riverboat gam ng, that the duty
of the Board to conduct investigations does not end with the issuance of
licenses, and that Rule 420 is directed toward those investigations rather than
the investigations of applicants. The Chairman suggested the follow ng headi ngs
for Rule 420: "Conducting Investigations" or "Post-Licensing Investigations."

*x Upon notion unani mously passed, Rule 420 was tabled in order
for the Administrator to prepare alternative | anguage

* M. N epert and M. Johnson expressed concerns about Rule 506
commenting that it was unclear what a "bar" of a key person was, who could
i npl enent the "bar", what an "interest in the owner" meant, whether a hearing
was required, and whether there were any appeal rights. M. Friednan stated
that he would attenpt to present draft |anguage to the Board prior to fina
adj our nnent whi ch woul d address these concerns.

Upon notion unani mously passed, the proposed initial rules of the Board as
anended, and as to be supplenented with respect to Rules 415 and 506, were
adopted by the Board. Chairnan Kunkle noted that the fact that the Board's
rul es had not gone through the formal rul emaki ng process did not preclude the
Board from operating under them M. Johnson and M. Friedman di scussed the
peri ods for public comrents included in the rul emaki ng process, and the need and
desire for public conmments concerning the Board's rul es.

The next order of business was the presentation of proposed application forns.
M. Friedman subnitted six application forns to the Board:

Owner's License Application Form
Supplier's License Application Form 1
Supplier's License Application Form 2
Personal Disclosure Form1

Personal Di sclosure Form 2

Personal Disclosure Form 3

* % F X X

M. Friedman comented that the Omer's License Application Formwas based on
old Form I, and that the Personal Disclosure Form1 was based on old Form I

He stated that applicants having appropriate financial controls and bookkeepi ng
in place had no difficulty in responding to those forns. Upon notion

unani nously passed, the proposed application forms where adopted and staff was
authorized to distribute the forms to the public.

The next order of business was the presentation of applications by the
applicants for ower's licenses. M. Friednan explained that the presentations
had been schedul ed starting with applicants fromthe northern part of the state
and proceedi ng sout h.

The first presenter was Roberts River Rides.

* Joe Luby represented the applicant. First, a video was shown to the
Board. Then, statenents where nade by Bob Kehl, co-owner of Roberts River



Ri des, Tom Ful |l er, Mayor of East Dubuque, and Don Eslick, a financial
consul tant.

* M. Kehl responded to questions fromthe Board concerning M. Kehl's
lowa |license to run a riverboat gam ng operation, his investnent in that
operation, whether the proposed Illinois operation would be a "second sister” to

the lowa operation, and the inpact of conpetition between his two operations and
bet ween |icensees located in geographic proxinmty to each other

* M. Kehl responded to questions from Chairnan Kunkl e about operating
his riverboats in the winter

The next presenter was Jo Davi ess Riverboat Corporation

* Louis Garippo represented the applicant. His presentation was
followed by a statenent from Janes Sheerin, president of Jo Davi ess Riverboat
Cor por at i on.

* M. Sheerin and M. Garippo responded to questions fromthe Board
concer ni ng when Jo Davi ess woul d be prepared to begin operations, the affect on
its proposed operation if both Jo Daviess and Roberts River Rides were granted a
license, parties or persons who own an interest in Jo Daviess who al so hold
interests in other applicants or in lowa |icensees, the fact that Jo Daviess
proposed gani ng operations nmanager is also the proposed gani ng operations
manager for applicants from East Peoria and East St. Louis, whether the
changeover in percentage of ownership by the sharehol ders of Jo Daviess which
has occurred has affected Jo Daviess' ability to obtain adequate financing, and
whet her there are nutual owners of Jo Daviess and its proposed gam ng operations
nanager .

* Upon a question from M. Johnson, M. Friedman stated that under the
Board's new rul es and application forns, issues concerning an applicant's
proposed gami ng operations manager will not be addressed until after a

prelimnary finding of suitability has been nade. At that tine staff and the
applicants will deal with the statutory prohibition against a gam ng operation
manager working for nore than one owner's |icensee.

Wher eupon, the neeting was adjourned for |unch

Upon t he reconveni ng of the neeting, the next presenter was M ssi ssipp
Maveri ck.

* M. Friedman stated that he was not sure of the status of this
applicant since the sol e sharehol der of M ssissippi Maverick had resigned as an
of ficer, and because M ssissippi Maverick was the only applicant which had not
paid its expenses as requested.

* Marty Pistorius appeared representing the applicant, and stated that
there was a check for M ssissippi Maverick's expenses. M. Pistorius nmade an
oral presentation and showed a video to the Board. John Marks, a devel oper
made a statenent to the Board. David Wabek appeared in order to answer
guestions fromthe Board.

* Chai rman Kunkl e stated that it is unclear as to who owns what and
where the noney is conming fromconcerning this applicant, and commented that the
nanes presented in today's video are different fromthe nanes previously
di scl osed to the Board.



*x Upon a question fromthe Chairman, M. Friednan stated that
there is no docunentation as to the corporate structure and ownership of
M ssi ssi ppi Maverick, and that M ssissippi Maverick's application was inconplete
when filed and renmins inconplete. M. Wabek conmmented upon these issues.

* M. Wabek answered questions fromthe Board concerning the fact that
M ssi ssi ppi Maverick is applying for 1991 |icensing even though no information
has been supplied concerning its investors and corporate structure, nodification
of its gam ng proposal, and its ownership structure. M. Krig responded to
guesti ons concerning changes in M ssissippi Mverick's projected boat capacity
and its financial projections.

The next presenter was the Schadl er Mason Partnership.

* Janes Montana represented the applicant. He presented a notion to
post pone the applicant's prelimnary finding of suitability and to continue the
Board' s neeting.

** M. Friednman did not object to this notion, stating that this
applicant's application had been conplete when filed, and the need for a
conti nuance arose frominformati on which cane to light as a result of the
i nvestigation of the applicant. This situation differed fromthat concerning
M ssi ssi ppi Maverick, which had never filed a conplete application

** M. Montana stated that the continuance is necessary only to
clarify responses to the questions of the Administrator, and there would be no
nodi fication to the existing application proposal unless a change is necessary
to resolve the concerns of the Board's staff.

** M. Johnson suggested that in the interests of fairness, the
proper time to consider this nmotion would be after all of the applicants had
made their presentations. This procedure was adopted by the Board.

* Next, Joseph Schadl er nade an oral and video presentation to the
Board. M. Schadl er then answered questions fromthe Board concerning the
capacity of the applicant's boat, its financial and cost of |abor projections,
and the ownership interests and nature of the partnership.

The next presenter was a joint presentation of the Rock Island Boatworks and
Boat wor ks, I nc.

* M chael Ficaro represented the applicants. M. Ficaro nade an ora
presentation on their behalf.

* M. Ficaro answered questions fromthe Board as to which applicant
M. Jumer, 100% owner of both applicants, would divest hinself of assum ng the
Board were to find both applicants prelimnarily suitable, the ramfications of
addi ng a new 90% owner of one of the applicants at this late date, the
ram fications of granting nore than five prelimnary findings of suitability,
and which application M. Juner would go forward with assum ng that the Board
decided that it could grant only one prelimnary finding of suitability to the
applicants.

Prior to calling the next applicant, M. Friednman stated that the check for
expenses which M ssissippi Mverick had tendered earlier had been rejected for
i nsufficient funds.



The next presenter was East Peoria Riverboat Corporation.

* Tom Moore represented the applicant. M. More offered a statenent
to the Board. |In addition, statements were nade by J. Walter Thonpson, planning
director of the City of East Peoria, and Dal e Burkl and, president of the
applicant.

* M. Moore answered questions fromthe Board concerning the ownership
of the applicant, the proposed ganing operations nanager, the relation of the
owners of the applicant with owners of lowa |icensees, the devel opment of the
proposed docking site, and the nunber of excursions contenplated on a daily
basi s.

The next presenter was the Alton Riverboat Ganbling Partnership.

* Tom Long represented the applicant. M. Long gave an oral
presentation to the Board.

* M. Long answered questions fromthe Board concerning the proposed
parking facilities, the applicant's partnership capital contributions, the
proj ected gam ng bet handl es, and the affect of possible friction between the
menbers of the Connors group.

The next presenter was Riverboat Devel opnent Corporation.

* Larry Suffredin represented the applicant. M. Suffredin gave a
brief oral presentation to the Board. M. Suffredin answered questions fromthe
Board concerning various ownership interests of M. CGoldstein, forner
sharehol der in the applicant, and of the Goldstein family in lowa |icensees.

* Carl O ficer, Muyor of East St. Louis, addressed the Board. M.
Oficer stated that the legislature had required a |icense to be issued for East
St. Louis, and any issues concerning the constitutionality of that requirenent
should be left to the courts. M. Oficer further stated that he was angered by
and personally resented the statenents which the Adm nistrator had nade
concerning hinmself, Eric Vickers, corporate counsel of East St. Louis, and Joe
Terrell, 100% owner of the applicant. M. Oficer stated that the accusations
which were |leveled at himcould be | eveled at each menber of the Board and the
Administrator. M. Oficer further stated that he had been told that three of
the menbers of the Board had already nade up their mnds to deny the applicant's
application.

* Chai rman Kunkl e asked M. O ficer for the names of the three
Board nmenbers who had al ready nade up their mnds and the neans he had used to
arrive at that determ nation. M. Oficer stated that he did not know t he nanes
of the Board nenbers, but that counsel had told himthat three Board nmenmbers had
al ready made up their mnds. M. Suffredin told M. Oficer that he was not his
counsel, and that he had not told himthat three Board nenbers had nade up their
mnds. M. Oficer then stated that he had been told by a reputable source that
t hree Board nmenbers had al ready nade up their mnds.

*x Chai rman Kunkl e asked M. Oficer to identify the acts which
each Board nenber and the Admi nistrator had committed which where the sanme as
the acts which the Adm nistrator had conpl ai ned about concerning M. Oficer.
M. Oficer stated that he had not nmeant that the Board nembers and the
Adm ni strator had done those acts, but that they were capable of being charged



wi th doing those acts, and acknow edged that he had no evidence that any Board
menber or the Adm nistrator had acted outside the | aw.

* Carl Vickers, corporate counsel of East St. Louis, addressed the
Board. M. Vickers conpl ained of statenents which had been nade by M. Friednman
concerning hinself, East St. Louis, and the applicant, stating that the
statements were unfounded and asinine. M. Vickers then discussed the process
East St. Louis had used to evaluate the potential applicants for a riverboat
gam ng license. M. Vickers then stated that he believed that M. Friednan had
conducted the investigation of the applicant in an unfair, unethical and
unpr of essional manner. M. Vickers then discussed a charge of unethical conduct
| evel ed agai nst M. Friedman in 1978.

** Chai rman Kunkl e di scussed the circunstances surrounding the
charge of unethical conduct relating to M. Friedman which had been referred to
by M. Vickers. The Chairnman expl ained that when M. Friednman was chi ef of the
crimnal division of the Cook County State's Attorney Ofice he had initiated
i nvestigations into corrupt judges and had set up "phoney cases", a practice
followed by the U S. Attorney in the Operation Greylord investigations. The
ground work laid by M. Friedman led to the indictnments and convictions which
resulted from Qperation Greylord. M. Friednan commented that in In re Friednman
the Illinois Supreme Court discharged M. Friedman fromthe recomrendati on of
censure issued by the Attorney Registration and Disciplinary Conm ssion.

* Joseph Terrell nmde an oral presentation on behalf of the applicant.
M. Terrell also discussed the application and investigation process, and stated
that M. Suffredin eventually told himthat East St. Louis would not get a
license as long as M. Terrell was associated with the applicant. Consequently,
he agreed to sell his interest to M. Coldstein. M. Terrell stated that a few
days before the Board's nmeeting M. Goldstein told M. Terrell that East St.
Louis was not going to get a license even if M. Coldstein were 100% owner, and
under the terns of their agreement surrendered his interest in the applicant to

M. Terrell. M. Terrell stated that he is now 100% owner of the applicant.

** Chai rman Kunkl e asked M. Terrell whether he knew of any basis
for the statenent he said M. Goldstein made to himthat East St. Louis would
not get a license even if M. Coldstein were 100% owner of the applicant. M.

Suffredi n responded, stating that when he was inforned that M. Friedman was
going to recommend that the applicant not be found prelimnarily suitable, even
after M. Coldstein had become sole owner, he told M. Goldstein that in his
opi nion the Board would follow M. Friednman's recomendati on.

*x In response to a question from M. Johnson, M. Suffredin
stated that as a result of conversations he had with M. Friedman a week before
the Board's neeting he understood that M. Friednan would recommend that the
applicant not be found prelininarily suitable regardl ess of the ownership of the
appl i cant because of the manner in which river front property in East St. Louis
had been acqui red.

The next presenter was M ssissippi Gol d.
* Applicant, represented by counsel, did not make a presentation.
Instead, it asked | eave of the Board to withdraw its application. M. Friednman

had no objection to the applicant's request to w thdraw.

* Upon questioning fromthe Board, the applicant stated that if it
were allowed to withdraw it intended to reapply next year in an entirely new



corporate structure with entirely new ownership in which Marvin Ornstein would
not parti cipate.

** M. Friedman comented that when the applicant filed its
application Marvin Ornstein was its 100% owner

*x Chai rman Kunkle stated that if the applicant did reapply in
new formwi th new ownership it woul d advisable for the applicant to change its
corporate nane.

* Upon notion passed unani nously by the Board, the applicant was
granted leave to withdraw its application

The next presenter was M ssissippi Maverick, which was allowed to appear a
second time.

* The applicant was represented by M. Jack Keane. M. Keane stated
that he had transferred funds by wire to cover the check tendered earlier today,
but apparently the wire transacti on had not been conpl eted when the Board's
staff called the bank to determi ne whether there were sufficient funds to cover
the check. M. Keane stated that there woul d be sufficient funds when the wire
transacti on was conpl et ed.

** Chai rman Kunkl e asked M. Keane why he was covering a check
for the applicant when he was no | onger associated with the applicant. M.
Keane stated that he felt it was sonething that needed to be done.

M. Johnson asked whet her there were any requests for a continuance other than
the one from Schadl er Mason Partnership. M. Friednan stated that Schadl er
Mason Partnership had nmade the only request for a continuance, but comrented
that there have been ongoi ng di scussi ons between Boatworks, Inc. and East Peoria
Ri verboat Corp. concerning a nerger of the two applicants. M. Friedman stated
that those discussions were initiated at his request in order to create a
stronger application, and to serve the interests of both the Peoria and East
Peoria conmunities. M. Friedman stated that he believed the discussions would
come to fruition, and asked the Board to del ay consideration of his
recomendat i on concerning those two applicants if the Board was going to grant
t he request of Schadl er Mason Partnership for a continuance.

M. Montana appeared on behal f of Schadl er Mason Partnership and renewed its
request for a continuance.

Chai rman Kunkl e stated that M. Friedman's request did not affect consideration
of Schadl er Mason Partnership's request, because M. Friedman's request could be
considered during the presentation of M. Friednman's reconmendati ons.

Upon notion passed unani mously by the Board, Schadl er Mason Partnership's
request for a continuance of consideration for a prelimnary finding of
suitability was granted for 30 days with the express understandi ng that Schadl er
Mason Partnership would take the risk that the Board night issue five
prelinmnary findings of suitability to the applicants which had gone forward

t oday.

Wher eupon, the nmeeting was adjourned until 9:00 a.m, Novenber 27, 1990.

The neeting reconvened at 9:20 a.m, Novenber 27, 1990, with the Chairman and
all Board nmenbers present.



The next order of business was the presentation of M. Friedman's
recomendat i ons concerning the applicants for owner's |icenses.

M. Friednman thanked the Board's staff for their hard work, and thanked the nany
gover nment agenci es which had cooperated with the Board during the investigation
process.

Chai rman Kunkl e stated that the Board had reviewed the i nformati on packets which
M. Friedman had prepared for each applicant. He comented that the packets
were very thorough and showed that the staff had done an excellent job. M.

Fri edman then introduced the staff to the Board.

The first reconmendati on concerned M ssissippi Maverick. M. Friednman
recomended that the applicant not be found prelinnarily suitable, and nade the
foll owi ng comrent s.

* The application of the applicant was inconplete when filed and
remai ns i nconpl ete today.

* The applicant used an invalid credit card to secure food and | odgi ng
for business nmeetings. |Its creditor was required to file a lawsuit in order to
recei ve paymnent.

* Jack Keane, sole share holder of the applicant, nade a false
statement in order to obtain credit fromAetna Life |Insurance Co. M. Keane's
expl anation was that he had to make the statement or he would not have gotten
the credit.

* The applicant has an outstanding debt of $60,000 to a mgjor
accounting firmlocated in Chicago. The bill is past due. The applicant
submitted to the Board prelimnary revenue projections prepared by the
accounting firmwhich the firmhad not verified or authorized for rel ease, and
represented that the projections were the final work product of the firm

* The drawi ngs of the proposed riverboat submitted to the Board were
crudely altered to indicate that the capacity of the boat was other than its
actual capacity.

* During the course of the investigation the applicant hid from
interviews. Investigators made nmany unsuccessful attenpts to gain information.

* The applicant's financial consultant is a convicted felon

* The applicant has no financing and has no realistic prospect of

obt ai ni ng fi nanci ng.

The next recommendati ons concerned Roberts River Ri des and Jo Davi ess Ri verboat
Corp. M. Friedman stated that he felt that both applicants had good
applications and cl ean backgrounds, but that only one prelininary finding of
suitability should be issued between the two due to their geographic proximty.
He commented that there was no indication in the projections of either applicant
that the present market would justify two |licensees on the Illinois side of the
M ssi ssippi River in the East Dubuque area, and that the statenents nade
yesterday by M. Kehl support that view



M. Friedman recommended that Roberts River Rides be found not prelinmnarily
suitable for licensing, and nmade the foll owi ng comments.

* The applicant is the operator of an existing riverboat excursion
enterprise. The backgrounds of M. and Ms. Kehl, the owners of the applicant,
as busi ness persons and as individuals are i npeccable. At any other |ocation on
the M ssissippi River, their application would be superb

* Because of the applicant's existing riverboat gam ng operation on
the lowa side of the Mssissippi in that area, there are great reservations
about recommending prelimnary suitability. The applicant has conmitted to
produci ng $1, 000,000 dollars in revenue to the Dubuque Racing Association from
this lowa operation. The applicant has an obligation to the City of Dubuque to
use its best efforts in produci ng passengers and tourists on the |Iowa side of
the river. An Illinois riverboat gam ng operation owned by the applicant woul d
detract fromthat obligation to the detrinent of both the Dubuque and East
Dubugque comuniti es.

* The applicant intends to | ease equi pnent fromlowa busi nesses owned
by the applicant, which would create the potential for conflict between the
taxing authorities of lowa and IlIlinois.

* The applicant does not have as much capital input as does Jo Daviess

Ri ver boat Cor p.

M. Friedman recommended that the Jo Davi ess Riverboat Corp. be found
prelimnarily suitable for licensing, and nmade the follow ng comrents.

* The applicant's capital input and business plan is reasonable. The
appl i cant shoul d operate a successful riverboat gami ng enterprise.

* The owners of the applicant have ties to the Alter Goup and Bernard
ol dstein through fanmly or business relations, but control should not be
imputed to them Each of the owners of the applicant has i ndependent sources of
i ncome and are not dependant on any other person for their capital contribution
They shoul d operate as i ndependent investors.

* The applicant agreed that the total percentage of ownership of
persons identified with the Alter G oup and M. Coldstein would not exceed 50%
and that the right to vote for the open offices of the applicant woul d be
limted to the owners not identified with the Alter Goup and M. Col dstein.

* The applicant was very willing to respond to regul atory concerns,
even when it disagreed with those concerns.

M. Friedman nade no coment upon the application of Schadl er Mason Partnership
due to the pending continuance of their application

The next recomendati on concerned Rock |sland Boatworks Inc. M. Friednman
recomended that the applicant be found prelimnarily suitable for |icensing,
and nade the foll ow ng coments.

* The owner of the applicant, Janmes Juner, intends to duplicate in
Rock Island what he established in Peoria. M. Junmer's Peoria boatworks is the
wor k of creative genius and an outstanding tourist attraction. The Rock Island
proposal, if it does duplicate Peoria, would be a superb tourist attraction in
its own right.



* The projections and estimtes of the applicant are extrenely
conservati ve.

* The nature of M. Jumer's financial dealings, as evidenced by his
income tax returns, is extraordinarily conservative. Mboney is routinely put
back into business investnents.

* The equity contribution to the applicant has been increased to
$1, 500, 000.

* The background investigation of M. Junmer reveal ed no questions
concerning his integrity or character

* The valuation of M. Juner's enterprises is based upon their
repl acenent cost. The replacenment costs have been backed up by appraisals or
ot her documents. Therefore, valuation by replacenent cost under these
ci rcunmst ances i s reasonabl e.

The next recommendati ons concerned Boatworks Inc. and East Peoria Riverboat
Corp. M. Friedman asked Chairnman Kunkl e whet her the Board w shed to defer
consi deration of these applicants as M. Friednman had suggested at yesterday's
nmeeting. Chairnman Kunkle instructed M. Friedman to proceed with his
recommendati ons, and stated that the Board woul d consi der avail able options to
resol ve the probl ens which were di scussed yesterday.

M. Friedman stated that both applicants have good applications and cl ean
backgrounds, but that Boatworks Inc. has a statutory inpedi ment agai nst a
prelimnary finding of suitability because Janes Jumer is 100% owner of it and
of Rock Island Boatworks Inc. In addition, M. Friedman stated that M. Jumer
is not in a position to choose between Peoria and Rock I|sland due to his
contractual obligations to Rock Island.

M. Friedman nade the followi ng conments concerni ng Boatworks Inc.

* M. Jumer's Peoria boatworks is a work of creative genius and is an
out standing tourist attraction.

* M. Jumer's background and character is inpeccable.

M. Friedman recommended that the East Peoria R verboat Corp. be found
prelimnarily suitable for licensing, and nmade the follow ng comrents.

* The applicant's business plan is sound. |Its capitalizationis
excellent. 1t should be a proper and suitabl e operator of a riverboat gam ng
enterprise

* There are some owners of the applicant who have a fam |y or business
relation with the Alter Group and Bernard Gol dstein. The applicant was very
responsive to these concerns, and there is nothing to indicate that there will
be any control exercised by the Alter Goup and M. Gol dstein.

M. Johnson asked M. Friedman whether the fact that the applicants which had
ties to the Alter Goup and M. Goldstein had al so indicated that they intended
to use M. CGoldstein's business as the gani ng operations nmanager of their
operation indicated an attenpt to place control in the hands of M. Coldstein.
M. Friedman stated that in his opinion this did not indicate such an attenpt.



It nerely denonstrated that the applicants desired M. Goldstein's expertise in
casi no managenment. M. Friedman stated he inforned the applicants as to the
statutory prohibition agai nst a gam ng operations manager working for nore than
one owner.

The next recomendati on concerned Alton Riverboat Ganbling Partnership. M.
Fri edman reconmmended that the applicant be found prelimnarily suitable for
licensing, and nade the foll ow ng conrents.

* Two owners of the applicant, M. Feers and M. Pratt, have
wi t hdrawn. The other owners will assume those individual's shares. Their
wi t hdrawal does not effect the financial viability of the applicant.

* The t horoughness of the applicant's planning, the detail of its
financial reports and statenents, and its responsiveness to the staff's
i nquiri es has been superi or.

* The applicant's financial and capital structure is superior.

The next recommendati on concerned Riverboat Devel opnent Corporation. M.
Fri edman recomended that the applicant not be found prelimnarily suitable for
licensing, and nade the foll ow ng conrents.

* The applicant's sole share holder is Joseph Terrell. M. Terrell
was involved in United States v. Rohner, a wire fraud indictnent. M. Terrell
was named in the indictnent, although not indicted. Transcripts and published
accounts of the case indicate that M. Terrell was a go-between between persons
who sought to do business in Louisiana and M. Rohner, an el ected Louisiana
official. The issue was whether nonies paid to M. Rohner were camnpai gn
contributions or bribes. The trial court found M. Rohner guilty. The
conviction of M. Rohner was reversed on appeal because the court found that the
federal wire fraud laws did not apply to state charges of public corruption.

The reversal went to the applicability of the federal wire fraud law, not to the
propriety of the conduct of M. Rohmer.

* M. Terrell has a m sdenmeanor conviction for not filing a state tax
return.

* M. Terrell filed his 1988 and 1989 federal incone tax returns
i Mmediately prior to the filing of the applicant's application with the Board.

* M. Terrell failed to disclose to the Board an $80, 000 tax liability
to the federal government.

* Both M. Terrell and Carl Vickers have had a contractual
relationship with the Gateway Hospital of East St. Louis, and have known each
other for sonme tinme. M. Vickers has been to M. Terrell's house in New Ol eans
on at |least five occasions.

** M. Vickers used his bank account to receive nbney sent from
M. Terrell to be paid to M. Thomas, who is affiliated with Gateway Hospital.
Records requested fromM. Terrell and M. Vickers relating to these
transacti ons have not been received. Both the State of Illinois and the federal
government are substantial creditors of Gateway Hospital, and these transactions
rai se questions as to whether the creditors of Gateway Hospital have been fairly
treat ed.



* An April 24, 1990 meno from M. Vickers to Mayor Officer and the
East St. Louis city council is deceptive in what it does and does not say.

** The first point of the nmeno nmkes clear that negotiations for
access to the river front for purposes of establishing a riverboat gam ng
operation were to be conducted through the city.

*kx M. Oficer and M. Vickers had nmet with Terninal
Rai | way, the owner of the |and, and had entered an agreenment that Term nal
Rai | way woul d not deal directly with applicants, but would only accept
applicants approved by the city.

*x The fifth point of the menmp stated that Term nal Railway woul d
only di scuss access with parties who have |and east of Terminal's |and.

* ok * Interviews with Term nal Railway indicate that that
statenment is fal se.

* ok * The only party who net that false condition was M.
Terrell.

*x The sixth point of the menp stated that Term nal Railway woul d
provi ded access contingent upon approval of the city and the state.

* One potential applicant, the Connally G oup, attenpted to deal
directly with Terminal Railway. Ternminal Railway refused to do so, which is
understandable in [ight of its agreenent with the city. That applicant
attenpted on nunerous occasions to contact M. Vickers. M. Vickers refused to
return their calls.

* M. Oficer and M. Vickers went to M. Terrell's hone in New
Oleans in January, 1990 to attend a superbowl party and to conduct other
busi ness. From New Orl eans they went to Al abama and met Wlliam WIIshire and
Art Hahn. M. Vickers stated that M. Hahn said he was a representative of the
Alter Group. M. Suffredin, counsel for the Alter G oup, has denied that M.
Hahn was aut horized to represent the Alter G oup.

* In early March, 1990, M. Oficer, M. Vickers and Term nal Railway
entered their agreement concerning applicants' access to the railway's land. In
March, wi thout notice to the city council, M. Vickers escorted M. Terrell to

the offices of Terminal Railway and presented M. Terrell as an applicant
approved by the city. Terminal Railway then gave M. Terrell access by neans of
an overpass to the river front.

* An April 25, 1990 nmeno from M. Vickers left the city council with
the inmpression that they were about to deci de who was an acceptabl e applicant.
That menmo left the Connally Group with the understanding that it was to go to a
city council mnmeeting in early May in order to seek city council approval to get
access to the railway's |and.

** At notime did M. Oficer or M. Vickers disclose to the city
council or any other applicant that, w thout approval of the city council, M.
Terrell had been selected as the approved applicant and had received access to
the railway's | and.

* Thi s sequence of events indicates that the city council and the City
of East St. Louis were mslead and not dealt with openly.



* Initially there was discussion, due to M. Terrell's background, of
the withdrawal of M. Terrell fromthe applicant and the assunption by Bernard
Col dstein of full ownership and control of the applicant. However, to allow the
applicant to proceed, even under M. Coldstein's sole ownership, would work an
unf ai rness on the applicants who were excluded because they were not favored by
M. Oficer and M. Vickers, and would reward a slight of hand. Therefore, M.
ol dstein withdrew, leaving M. Terrell as the sole owner of the applicant.

M. Vickers approached the Board and asked whether he could respond to the
statenents made by M. Friednman. Chairnman Kunkle stated that M. Vickers had
had every opportunity to present his argunents to the Board, and refused his
request.

M. Friedman next discussed the application of Mssissippi Gold, which had been
wi thdrawn at the close of yesterday's neeting.

* A paynment of $1,000 was made by Marvin Ornstein, sole owner of the
applicant, to Janmes Wl son, an official of the Cairo Housing Authority.

* There were a nunber of spontaneous denonstrations of public support
of this application. Paynents of various anobunts were made to various people in
order to fund these "spontaneous" denpnstrations.

* When asked about these paynents, M. Onstein stated that a public
of ficial had asked him for nmoney, and since he did not want to nake the public
of ficial angry he had given the public official the noney.

Upon notion passed unani nously by the Board, the Board adjourned into executive
session at 10:20 a.m in order to discuss the applicants and applications.

The Board reconvened its public neeting at 3:05 p. m

Chai rman Kunkl e briefly described the application and |Iicensing process as

requi red under the Riverboat Ganbling Act and the Board's rules, stated that
shoul d an applicant be found not prelininarily suitable for licensing the fornal
reasons for denial will be set forth in witing by the Chairnman and forwarded to
the applicant, and noted that applicants who were not found prelimnarily
suitable by the Board could request a hearing in accord with the Board's rules.

Next, M. Johnson noved that if the applicant fromEast St. Louis, Riverboat
Devel oprment Corporation, is found to be not prelimnarily suitable for
licensing, then the Board shall issue only four prelimnary findings of
suitability for the 1991 season, and hold open the license statutorily
designated for East St. Louis so that it is available to a suitable applicant
fromthat area. The notion was passed unani nously by the Board.

Upon notions passed unani mously by the Board, the follow ng actions were taken
with respect to the applicants for owner's |icenses.

* Roberts River Rides was found to be not prelimnarily suitable for
i censing.

* Jo Davi ess Riverboat Corporation was found to be prelimnary
suitable for |icensing.



* M ssi ssi ppi Maverick was found to be not prelimnarily suitable for
i censing.

* Rock Island Boat Works Inc. was found to be prelimnarily suitable
for Iicensing.

* Consi derati on of the applications of Boatworks Inc. and East Peoria
Ri verboat Corp. was continued for 30 days.

* Al'ton Riverboat Ganbling Corporation was found to be prelimnarily
suitable for |icensing.

* Ri ver boat Devel oprment Corporation was found to be not prelimnarily
suitable for |icensing.

The next order of business was presentation of the draft anendnent to Rule 415
whi ch the Board had requested at yesterday's neeting. M. Friedman proposed the
addition of a new section 415.55 titled Transmittal of Record and Reconmendati on
to the Board which would contain the follow ng | anguage: "Upon conclusion of a
heari ng conducted by a Board nmenber or an Adm nistrative Law Judge, the person
conducting the hearing shall transnmt to the Board the record of the hearing and
his witten recomendations.”

Upon notion passed unani nously by the Board, this amendnent to Rule 415 was
adopt ed.

The amendnent to Rule 506 requested by the Board at yesterday's neeting was
tabled so that staff could have time to prepare an appropriate anendment.

There being no further business, upon notion passed unani nously by the Board the
nmeeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m.

Frederick R Baird |
Secretary of the Board






